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DORIIT March 18, 2008

Chairman Kevin J. Martin
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554

In the Matter of Broadcast Localism (MB Docket No. 04-233)

Dear Chairman Martin,

On behalf of Steppin' Out and AIDS Walk Detroit, I am writing to you to
inform, you of the support we have received from Clear Channel Radio ,
Detroi,t~:I' :Our\. <goal', :,as:" an, ,organization, is to promote awareness,,'
understanding and early detection. With the help of this radio group we have
been able to do just that.

, ""I'
Every September, Clear Channel Radio Detroit helps to promote our walk
that draws more than 10,000 people who have worked hard to raise funds for
our brganization: 'We raise more,than $300,000 a year from this walk, all the

, morl~Y' raised r remains .in the Detroit area to 'help our community members,
, 'wflo ,alre'affected !by ttilis life thr~atening ,O.i.&'~al?e. In addition, Clear Channel

Radi9'"D'etroit helps us educate high sc.haar' students' about AIDS which is'
incredibly Important in our efforts to end the spread of this disease.
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I write to you today regarding the recent news that the FOC is ,consiElering a
radic'a1 'i re-regulation of our natioFl"s broadcast system in the pending
:':Iocafism"'f.;proeeeding. We believe :that these rule changes will harm
:b'r'oa'~ca.sters" ability Itq, serve the pUfJlic ihterel;jt: 'I appreciate your attempt to
inipr~ve'16cal'media, bwt;:we, di$C!gree,)vith 'YQur propos'ed methods. I ask

, yo~,(to reconsider these propo.sed regu:latidns~'" "
. ".' l '""" '. 'i

P.O. Box 1618 Royal Oak, MI480'68-9879 ,,'
P: 248.399.WALK F: 248.399.3458 info@aidswalkdetr~rt.o~t~or~~~aidswalkdetroit.org



,. , Gomments";" Re,s~ons~ to 20calisrn Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB pocket No.04-233' • \ nected

ReCelVed ~ OS.. ,
I submit the following .comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemakin!illthe

UNPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. 1'1A'R ,3 1Zr.n~

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment 1eet ~1f1P«>\?im
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do 50 - and must not be adopted. -

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates,. R,eligious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rat~er than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, includir:Jg the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC 'must'not tum every radio station into apublic forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. ProposeCl public access,requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

, ,Co

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programm'ing, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to TorCe reporting' on sueh things as who pr6duced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected ,eaitorial choices.

'" I"· • ~.

(4) The FCC niG'sflhdt establish a"two-tiered renewal system in which ~rtain licensees w~uld be
automatically barred 'from '/P'suti'ne rehewal·application'processing. The proposed mandatory special' renewal
review of certain classes o,f-applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Thbse who stay truetotheir'eenSClertces:and present 0nly the messages they
correspond to their beliefs~eauld face long. expensive 'and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

• ~ ~ ~ ~I •• ~ -. \ ., •

(5) : Many Ch'ristiarfbroadca'sterS operate on tight bUdgets. as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the eleclnclf;y'f1owing 'is often a ehallenge. Yet. the Commission proposes to further,
squeeze niche and smaller maitet broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenevef a""Sta'tion is on the air and. (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these propbsals would force service cutbaclQs- and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest. '.. ': ' . ,

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules. procedures or policies discussed above.,
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Docket No. 04-233 l\ece\'Jeu '"

f SUbmit'the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed RUlem_'lsh\~7',I"
"NPRM

n
), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. " a\\ ROOm
Any (lew FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. i~~r of

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially -religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed adVisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and e\!endoss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to snape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery ,
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force reve~tion of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on·such things as who produced what programs'would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editoiial choices.

(4) The FCC must notlestablish a two-tiered renewal system in which ~rtain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal 'application processing. The proposed"mandatory special renewal
review of certain: c1~sse~ of ap,~IiC;8n~by the Corrymissioners thE7mselves wou!? afTlOunt to ,coerciqn of
religf9L!S bro~dcasters. Thosewho stay true to their consciences and present ,en,1y the messages they
cOrrespond to their beliefs could face long. expensive and potentially ruinous -renewal proceedings...
(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet: the CommiS,Sion proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and. (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Ra'jsing costs with these proposals would force service cutbacl<s - and curtailed service is contrary to the
p~blic interest. .

~.urg~ the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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MAR 3 1 2008
I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Prop )sed Rulemaking (the

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. FCC: >. ?vi",ILROOM
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~~ritems 'Irf~RI1§p~>Ai:l~'~tO 1<:tea1i§i'fl!'N(jliae df'P~bPd'se>d'Rulema:king
1\118 Docket No. 04-233
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Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio l:l~ations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even Id,ss of Iicel'rse for choosing to follow their own
cO'nsciences, rath~r tt.ran all0wing incQr;tJpatib>le vil3Wpoints to stialDe their pro'gramming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious b'roadcaster, must prasent.

(2) T-fre FCC must not turn every radio station into a public ,forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air tittre. JEl,tfpm:;ed-public acc:ess raqUirel'mmts 'wiDuid de so - evei:! jf a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition' of message delivery
mandates on any religion. '

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of sp'ecific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially reli@ipus programming, is not properly dictated by any gQvarnment a'gency - and
proposals to force repdrting onsuch things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices. '

j'

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal systejn in which certain licensees would be
9.u~Rrn~t~cClII¥ ,?:a~[r~ from routin~ renewal applicati?'~ p~ooe,ssing., Thoe proposed ~ahdatory spe~ial renewal
review dfGertaln cla'sses of-applicants by the CommiSSioners thYeml;l'elves would amount to coercion of
religious broadc8'sters. lhOse whQ stay trueta fheir cGinSdiemce's~alird present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs coul(jj face leng, axpensive and pot~fiallW ruinous ren'ewal proceedings.

(5) .~- ,: - ,', }Many Christian broadcasters operate d'n tight bul!lg-ets, as do many Smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challecng~... "Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche an'd smaller market broadcal?,ters, by sUbsfa:ritiallyraising.co'sts in two.ways: (a) by reqUiring
stqffprasence wh~never a station is on the air and, (b) by fur'therrestricting main stu'dio location choices.
Ra'isil'l9 costs with these proposals wbl:Jld force service cutbat:ks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We ur(;je the FCC rrot to adopt rules, p'rocedtlres or pOlicies discusse-d above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04·233

RECEIVED & INSPECTED

MAR 312008
I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of ProposE d Rulemaking (the .

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB DoCk~t No. 04~233. FCC-MAILROOM.J

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rigms. PI. number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First.
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2L _ The FCC must not turn every radio station into a ublic forum wh~re an one and ~~~1Y-.q!1e has _
a-----'~n~·glrhts=-:rto~air time. Proposed pUblic access reqUirements would 0 so - even if a religious broadcaster

conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets. as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flOWing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters. by SUbstantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staffpresence whenever a station is on the air and. (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
~W~mterest '

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

Signature

Name

Title (if any)

Organization (if any)

Date

lOa ( f\J ~ 8Sh 73uf.(2Q /CJ ()1 t) .
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Comments in ~espQnseto Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04·233 .

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster.
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain· classes ofapplicants by the Commissioners themselveswould amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, asdo many smaller marketsecular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller mar:k:et broadcasters, by SUbstantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staffpresence whenevera station is on the airand, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising oosIswftb Utese prapasalswould farce seMce cutbaGks- and curtailed service is contnlry to the
public interest

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

Signature

Name

Title (if any)

Organization (if any)

Date

JODI /V /+sA 6f/~1o
Address
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking NED &INSPECTED
MB Docket No. 04·233 RECE

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism NoticE of PrVAff~"'I!008ing (t e
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First A • v ""!"CMlAll.R0GMrpf
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not~aaiiljie~~----

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing Incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion. -

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any gover-nment agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long; expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by SUbstantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

&1/7 5T&K 11+ ~/:hjCJ
Address I -Ifi;?~ .

)/I?-3Jfb-' 7/([7Name

We urge ~efCC not to adoPtJu!es, procedures or policies discussed above.

I/~~
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Signature

Phone

Title (if any)

Organization (if any)



Comments in Response to Localism Not~ce of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

-
RECEiVEDiiNSPECTEtjl

MAR 8 1 2008

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Propos,~~~/f~o "t
"NPRM"}, released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. _~~

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discu~sed above.

~~~
Signature

Name

.P- ~-- 7SwDKb tJ~hi t:U...
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Title (if any)

Organization (if any)



Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

RECEIVED&INSPECTED

FCC-MAILROOM:
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendmen ngms. A numoer OT

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

MAR 3 1 2008
I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Propo ed Ruremaking (the

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed pUblic access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
pUblic interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

Name
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c1~~d7/~
Address~In (; &7) '2 t f
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Title (if any)
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i£CENED&INSPECTED

MAR S 1 2.008
I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Prop ed Rliremaking (the

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. AILRt ,()M
FGC-M "~ ':'"

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendmen . um er of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted. would do so - and must not be adopted.

Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-2.33

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even foss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible Viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a pUblic forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even ifa religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any reUgion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
ofprogramming, especially religious programming, is not properlydictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionaDy-protected eDitorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licenseeswould be
al:Jtomatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
revjew of certain classes of appficants by the Commrssioners fhemse(ves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters.. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages fhey
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many ChriStian broadcasters operate on tight budgets. as do- manysmaller market secufar
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a chaIfenge.. Yet the Commission proposes to further
squ'-ze niche and smatter market broadcasters. by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staffpresence whenever a station ison the air and. (b) by further restricting main stl:Idio location choices.
Raising cosfs WiTh these proposalswould force seNice culbacb - and cmfailed seNire is contrary to the
pub1ic interest

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or polfcies discussed above.

Signature

CIs-g. {t.T r~~bS?ty
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RECEiVED &INSPECTED

\l~\\ , \ l~U~

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Propos d Rulemaking {t1=\OoM,
"NPRM"), released Jan, 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. ~F~G~'C~...~M~p..:.::;..._-~

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed In the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio s,tations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advi,ce from those who don't share their
values could face Increased harassment, complaints and even loss/of llce~e for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

, (2) The FCC must not turn every radio station Into a pUblic forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even If a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objeds to the message. The First Amendment forbjds imposition of message delivery
~ndates on any religion. '

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information, The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any govemment agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system In which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The preposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religiOUS broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
co/ifespond to their beliefs could face l<lIng, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings,

Address .

, '.' :-,c .',~ ·'tj'7'-59'!~317J>
Phone

(5) ~ - 'Many Ohristian broadcasters operate on tight buqgets, as do many smaller market secular
s~tions. Keeping the electricity'floWing is often a challenge. Yet, tlile Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially rai$ing costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio looation choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

'Ru.tb $WCLrK-i8 etn
Name

We urge the FCC not to ado t rUles, procedUres or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments In response to the Localis .
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

" ,\" , ~ l ,,," ... \

Any new FCC rules, PQlicies or procedure$ must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM. if enacteO, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their va~ues. The NRRM's propo,$e~a.dv.isory boar-d proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. ~~ligious broaQGasters who~esist advice from those who don't share their
values could face Increasect~htltassment, complaiAts and even loss,of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits gpvernment, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into Cil pUblic forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air t;me. PropQs~d public a~ess reql!!ir~m..elilt$ weu'ld .<t~ so - eveR If a religious broadcaster
C!:if:lsciel1tiotilslY obje9itsJo the m~ssa9§. The~Fi~trb.menQm~fI1,'fe;trblds imposition of message deliVery
mandates on'any religion. . .

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things !\is who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must notestabli~h a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissionel'$ themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcaste~. Those Who stay true to their consciences and present only the meS$8ges they
9Orrespond ~o,.th.eir. taellefs',could:face (eRg, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.
, .- .
(5) ~~!ilY, QA~i,~tiAA,b~§~st~Is op~rateon tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
$tatj.ans. ~~Pir:ig:,tlil.@. el~iCity~fR)Win~ ,is etten a challenge. YetI tl:Je Commission proposes to further
sqt::!eeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by SUbstantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence.whenever,a.Statian is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main stUdio location choices.
Raising costs with these preposals would farce service ~~e.cks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public Interest. :::.: - ~ .. - - ., _ .

We urge the FCC not to adopt I'I:lles, procedures or policies discussed aPove.

~~ -. " .': M-LV~ili"7.~ ..~., i . , ~ I ....1 • •
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Co,mr,n,lio'nts in ~~s,pbn.se to Loc~lism,Notice of Propo~edRulemaking
,.MB\Docket ,No. 04-233 ' " ,

RECEIVED &INSPECTED 1

MAR 312008

-
I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Pro! ~c5~II:lJ1lil~ini.Qt1e

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. MJ.\lLNUOM
, .

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so~t beado~

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming, The First
Amendment prohibits government, including,:the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed pUblic access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster '
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates' on any religion.

(3) . The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religiQus programming, is not properly dictated by an~overnment agenoy -and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally..protected editorial choices. . . r

" ),

(4) The'FCC must not es.tablish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain. licensees would be
automatically barred from routinetrenewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of appliQants by the Commissioners themselves would at'nount to coercion of "
religiel:Js br.oadcasters'. Those who stay true'to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous rene..wal proceedings.

• 1,'

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many,sQ1aller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flOWing is oft~n a challel'i1ge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze' niche and smaller markEilt broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a statiortl is on the air and, (b) by. further restricting'main1studio location choices.
Raisil)g costs with these,proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed .service is contFary to the
pUblic interest. ,

We urg.e the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

ftfCElVED &INSPECTED

FCC..MAllROOM
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment ngms. A numoer or

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

MAR 3 1 2008
I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Prop sed Rulemaking (the

"NPRM JI
), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket Nb. b4-2:3:3.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
ri!!lhts to air time. Proposea public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objeGts to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programmin!!l, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to ferce reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
con~titutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
autqmatically barred from 'routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicamts by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
relig'ieus breacleasters. These w~~ stay true te their consciences and present only the messages they
de.i1feslDoo'd·tb their beliefs cOl:/ld~face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.
• • _._. i. ., 0_ • _. • •• _~. _ ...~

(5) Many Christian broaclcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations, Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet; tna Commlssldn p·roposes to further
sqJJeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantialty raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a &tation is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
RaisiAg costs iNith thes·e"pr.Ciiposa:ls would force service cutbaeks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
pUblIC interest. . " . 0

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

mwJy S<1f;LOOg
Date )

Signature

m()'t"~~'n ·W,@J\ke~
. ~ . .

Name·

~(t5 'Pax~~~'\3f~ 1:'(~\lC(J~;W
.. Address . "",),' 4-, go l

,,'fn!x)C14, -:L,3Q (3

.. '

.. ,

.' ,~~

,' ..; .. ~.~., '

j, :0, :. ,.. I,.,! :.':- ~~.c-' ,;rl~~.r':'·.; ;.....~l.it'1"::1.;' "

f , ....... !:'::-':~'. /t .. ~.,:. ::':..... '~ . •~~;,C'. ," .r~ 'li".:l,IJ;i"'";~.\(:~ /l' J,~I ...~ ,', ~ ';

!,~' f..: • ..'

i

I__~!+"'--;+-1--:·~''':':'4-:'-·..,...,.....,__.~. '_'_' ! :; ••

:€)~r!1)aiITi~ati'6n'(if,any)~:.: .0'r:' ...

:~.~~~?:f~if: ~~~:~, ,/' .
, ., I ... .'".": - t-."'...~ I ,-



No; of Copies rec'd._....::O:....--_
ListABCDE

"T L~IU T411 Q.I

P.O. Box 27542, Concord, CA 94527-0542

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.
Washington, DC 20554

March 19,2008

Subject: In the Matter of Broadcast Localism (MB Docket No. 04-233),
Report on Broadcast Localism and Notice ofProposed Rulemaking

Dear FCC Commissioner:

I understand that the F:CC has,rec~At~y initiflted !l Notice of Proposed Rulemaking on
BrQ~4ca~t, Loc,alism.' :' The, 'FCC'~ Notice of. Proposed. Rulemakipg asserts th~t
broadcasters may.not lJe adequately serving their local communities. I am the President.. /, . ,..,

of the Friends of Camp Concord and would. Jike' to take this opportunity to speak on
behalf ofKGO-TV, ABC7 Newscast and Dan Ashley in serving their local communities.

I would like to share with you that KGO-TV, ABC7 and Dan Ashley go above and
beyond in their efforts in participating with its community in which it serves. The
Friends of Camp Concord is a non-profit organization that helps send under privileged
kidsto camp-in an attempt to make: a difference in a child's life. Dan Ashley, with ABC7
News, has in the past done air programming during its regular newscast, has done a
special on our organization that viewed on "The View from the Bay", and has been a
long time sponsor of our fundraisiI),g event by donating monies, staff and supplies for our
annual golf tournament fundraiser. Dan Ashley graciously hosts, in conjunction with
ABC7 News, and mingles with each and everyone of the golfers on the golf course and
helps promote our cause and event. As a result, we've raised over $350,000 with Dan
Ashley's assistance. '

I would like to state that no further regulation is needed to ensure that your local station
serves the local community. Furthermore, I would like to thank Dan Ashley and ABC7
for all that it has done for the organization in the past and look forward to many more
events in the future. Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

,Ra.ve 'olt/!'!lan.

Dave' Goldman.. . , .
PnisidentIFounder ofFriends of Camp Concord

CC: Chan-rh~:;~'f~ :M~ip? M~~;he.1JY,. ~~ey~ Go~s~joner Mic~~e! Copps, Rick
Chessen; C?~~~~qp:~l; :·19>p.~~ ~~el/3teJJ1,','Rv,QY'; :a~1094e; C0PJD:ll~slOner Deborah
:;rtty'J,~~;·=F~te" ~Yt~~la.nl.<t~n:~hi~?,Commips.ioJier~Robert: Mcqowell,.' C~istj*.a Pauze; C1?ief
Media BureaaMonica Desai; ,Spe.l:Jker ,of the, I;Io'!1se Nancy Pelosi; al).d Dan Ashley ABC7
News. " . , ,



(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially r~ligiol.!s broadcasters, t\>tD~~~ r<1l"ti~-

people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advi~t:y board proposal . pose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters Who re$jst,advibe fr,pm those Who don't share their
values could face Increased hara$Sment, coll'lplaintsand even ;Iass,of Iitense foil choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowiAQ incompatible viewpeili1ts to shape their pre.sramming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, Including the FCC', from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster, .
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

b ie·forum where ar:lyone Elnd everyone has
$0 - ev.etl;jf a teiigloul? broadcaster
rblds imposition of message deliVery

The FCC must n9t tum every radio stCitiQ/:l; into
:r twa,e. :'MJ:gp~~e~d.1P~~lic,a~~~s-!t~~~rit~ "

~ ~~y oijJ~s;to;ttie message. '''JiJ:i'~ir:sVP[ •
m8J:1dates on any-religion. - - - -

(3) The FCC must not force revelation ohpecific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
pr~~~ls ta ·f~rceJi.epor:tiRg on'$uGh thin,gs as Who produced what programs would intrude on
coAstitJ,!Jti'or:'n"IJy·p~oteeted,.editolilal choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system In which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
rev.lew of certain cl.asses of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broap~!?ters. Those Who stay true to their consciences and present only the meS$8ges they

'Coi:t'~sPond.tO"·tf.ieif bellefs'coold face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian bro.aliIoast~rs operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
I ~t.atio.~%t(.;K~pir:lg tRe e!ectr:icity flowing is oft~n a challenge. Ye~, the Commission proposes to further
::'$qfJ~e.~iGf,j~.aAd;smaller m~tkefbroadcasters, by sUbStan~lally raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
st~ff;p,r~senee WherH~Y,er a s~atiQn is Of'. the air.and, (b) 'b¥:'ftJ\I.t,heI.;rJJaSlr.lcting..maiA studio location choices. '
R~I~iTl9\GOst$"With :tlil~~ p,;$o$sls WSt:lld fOree, servi~ cutbaeks - and curt~i1ed service is contrary to the
,pu~li.c illilterest.-,

.Waurge the FCC not-to-:adopt rUles, procedur.es or polici~ di~¢Y$$.ed aboYe. - - -'-' .-
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.FCC PROPOSALS COULD SILENCE CHRISTIAN RADIO STATlcJl?s!
I): ':(~" ,';;'TeHt1fe'FCC"td keep FREE SPEECH FREE ati(t3notio'1tarnper ",.

with Christian andreligiolls programniirig! .

The FCC IS considering 'rule changes. th~tc~uld ior~e Chri~tia~ radi~ stati;ns to~ith~;m~dify their

messages or be forced from the air.

Although not directed specifically at those using the airwaves to disseminate the Good News of the Gospel,

potential rule changes could put Christian Broadcasters in an untenable positioh. If enacted, the proposals

could force Christian radio programmers to either compromise their messages by including input from those

who don't share, the same values, or to run the risk of costly, long and potentia-fly ruinous government

'inquirie5~' '
.1, ,

PROPOSAL: Specifically, the FCC is considering a proposal that would force every radio station to take

programming advice from community advisory boards broadly representative:bf an area's population. That

means that Christian broadcast stations could be forced to take programming'advice from people whose

values are at odds with the Gospel! A well organized group of atheists, abortiCJnists or secular humanists

could demand representat~on- and have standing to cause trouble at the FC~ if they were turned away.
"'\'

RESULT: Any Christian Broadcaster who stands up to the pressure and refus~s to compromise on matters

of conscience, could find his or her station' s license renewal :ied up for many years as the FCC considers

complaints and allegations over nothing more than the station's chosen broad&'ast message!
,..... .~,.- 1:' -i€:~'" 'l ',:" ~l"il'"

PROPOSAL: Among the proposed new regulations are requirements that stations report, every three
"

me'nths;how much programming of various types has been broadcast, who produced it, and how it reflects

the interests of a cross-section'of local 'residents - even thosewho do n'ot sh~rb Gospel values. .

RESULT: If enacted, such requirements will give Christian Radio's opponents powerful new tools to harass

and possibly silence Gospel inspired voices. Armed with these reports, adversaries can file complaints with

the FCC against Christian'Broadcasters who refuse to compromise on Gospel principles; any Christian

Station tAat insists or)'-onlypure Gospel programming could be made to pay a high price for its refusal to

yield'airtime to those-with other messages.

PROPOSAL: One proposed variation would even force stations to grant'a cert~in amount of airtime to any

group that requests it - much like cable television systems make time available on "pUblic access

channels."

SaveChri9tianRadio.com

••••i&.iUiiia".aii._S&Mi_••iii
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~stlLT: But unlike pUblic access channels, which were created as akind of open public forum, Christian
Radio is a combination of pulPit and mission. The government cannot force messages from any pulpit, nor

~'1" ,
insist that missionaries proml:J'gate viewpoints contrary to the Gospel. The same way, it should not be

forcing Christian Radio, stations to deliver the messages promulgated by secular humanists, abortionists or

atheists.

RESULT: The FCC is also considering ways it could increase its coercive powers to force speech on

unwilling broadcasters. Even a station that avoided sanctions during a typical eight-year license term could

find its license renewal chaJlelJged.

W.hil~.thi.l? ,~as long been tr\:Je, in J:'E;lcent years, the delays caused by these challenges were I,Jsually more of

a nuisance 'than a disaster, as skilled civil service professionals worked through issues. These government

experts had authority to apply reason, and ultimately granted almost every renewal presented.

,"" -... ( •. :) '.j .:'i~' ~ : J -.~

P.ROPOShJ.,: But tb,e FCC is yonsiderirtg a renewal processing procedure that would take renewal-granting
" ,1' .' '_~.....~ , , ~ 1 '." '!;' ,
P9~~r~?41iP!,lh.!3..Qf,~~&"~C:W~Pfj~d ciVi~ l?~rvantl? when.,a Christian station, in good conscience, has kept its'

mess~gepure and not aJlo~~d its facilities to be used to promulgate other messages. Instead of routine

processing by civil servants, such a station's renewal application will be subject to the often multi-year

p'tooess of!itevi.ew~ Q¥ the p~JjtiQplly-appointed FCC commissioners.
- " , .. , l

, t "'1.. -,-"

~t:=~~~T:, :~.~t: ~~Iy.»,lU ~y~~ q~J?ig'1ati(m make a license ~e!1e"Yal more time-consuming j , I;>ut also more

costly to obtain; Chri.stian Broadcaster~ facing such a process will likely need greater assistance from

lawyers and other consultants - added expenses tIlat could prove ruinous. "
'.. , ..

'>

·~r" ,,lj'
'.~ ,

PROPOSAL: Finally, the FCC is also proposing to drive up the costs of providing Christian Br.oadcastiflg

services by eliminating labgr$avil1g technological enhancements that mak!3 it possible: to operate·"adi~

stations, at least part of the time, without an employee on the premises.

RESULT: Althol,lgh,.such un-staffed operations have been the norm for years, the FCC is considering a rule

to re'qui~~ staffing Vl!q~~;~yer' a radio statio~ is on the air - even if all the programming at that time is
. "

delivered by satellite. God's love may be free to all, but getting the word out will become even more

expensive - perhaps too expensive for some radio stations.

PROPOSAL: The ~.?~ i~,als-? cOli1lsi~e[ing a proposal that would force many Christian stations to relocate

their main st~djo .r.~~lies. '

Page 2 of 3



.....~' 'o~
RESULT: Now, it is possible to servE;! several missions frorn one location. But under this propo~'r,' m~i~\~O
co-location arrangements would be forced to end - raising daily operating costs and imposin~~8i'~te

expenses related to moving, construction of other facilities and overseeing forced relocations. ' .

.~-, - - Rl:SULT: 'When coupl~d withth-e rapidly 'FlSlhg c6~Ofl:jr~adcastrrig, Tricluding multiplYing'ele~triciiy

expenses, exter.Jded staffing ,requirements and forced reloeations will leave some Christian Broadcaste'rs

with little, choicl1:: .eitl)er.cut,back or give up.
, ..'''' ,

The First Amendment protects the free exercise of religion. The government must not be allowed to

impose rules that violate it. Christian Radio needs your support now to keep its message of salvation

str().ng(otUh~ matian's airwaves. It's :not just a Christian thing - everyone's'fundamental constitutional'

."

HERE'S WHAT YOU CAN DO:

Th'8,FCC is fakjng'com)TJ'e~ts on the~e proposals. You can 'add your ~omnWmts to 'the record. The FCC

can onlym~ke rule ch~nges based on evidence - and the evidence yoti submit can make a difference!

By Mail: ~fend a letter, specifying what the F'CG must ~ot do and why. Makisure you place the docket

number on top of the letter to be sure it is delivered to the correct office:

M~'[;)0c.k~tNQ,04"233, Co~ments i~ Response to Localism Notice of Prop&sed Rulemaking.
, -'.

Mail your comments, so they arrive by April 14,"2008lo ' , ;' r "',

Using the US Postal Service: Or using FedEx, UPS, DHL or similar services:

~_T-1Je,.§ecr.etary, :!' The Secretary ..

Fec;leraJ Communications Commission Federal Communications Commission

445 12th Street, SW

Washington, DC 20554

Attn: Chief, Media Bureau.

9300 East Hampton Drive. ,

Capitol Heights, MD 20743

Attn: Chief, Media Bureau

By Internet: Visit htlp:llwww.savechristianradio.com for easy step-by-step comment submission

assistance.

You can also write to your Senators and Congressman. Tell them that freedom of religion and freedom qf

speech are threatened. Describe the problematic FCC proposals and the harm they will cause, if they are

adopted. For help locating your Senators and Congressman - visit http://www.savechristianradio.com
, .

SaveChristianRadio.COfTI Page 3 of 3



1",...... )

:~ .1[, £1
:.I( • )

~. ~

;. t: ,(,

.
Comments In Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233 r

))
( . .

\. I submit the following comments in response to ·the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemal<ing (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Anv new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed pUblic access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establiSlh a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from rowtine renewval application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicant$ by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of

I • religious broadcasters. Tt10se whQ stay true to their. col')sclences and present only the messages they
......--'"'" ..~f.1_.lt&f.;!..{. nCtt '~e t:hetiefsJ:cro~'H~·~~si~~d potentially ruinous renewal p[cceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller markefbroadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

Signature

Name

Title (if any)

Organization (if any)
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A American
Diabetes

®Association ®

March 18, 2008

Chainnan Kevin J. Martin
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554

Re: In the Matter of Broadcast Localism (MB Docket No. 04-233).

Dear Chairman Martin:

Mission
to prevent and cure diabetes
and to improve the life of all
people affected by diabetes.

eceived & Insp~cted

MA 31ZOO

FCC rvlai oom

Jam writing in support of KPLV-FM 93.1 The Party and its commitment to supporting the
Southern Nevada community, and in particular to the American Diabetes Association's (ADA)
Nevada Market. The station has truly made a difference in our fundraising efforts through its
support, generosity, and genuine care for the community in which we live.

KPLV- FM has been a remarkable partner in helping us educate the people of Southem Nevada
about the seriousness and prevalence of diabetes and the need to raise funds to support our
mission: to prevent and cure diabetes and improve the lives ofall people affected by diabetes. As
a media partner ofour organization the station has provided valuable airtime, hosted special
events to promote our mission, and provided onsite support on the day ofour events.

One event in particular that the station worked with us very closely was the 2007 Step Out to
Fight Diabetes. With the station's dedication to the ADA and our mission we were able to more
than double the amount of walkers we had from the previous year and increase fundraising by
74% - the highest increase in the nation. We believe this accomplishment is a direct result of
KPLV-FM taking an active role in the Step Out walk. Through special registration promotions at
local coffee shops to on-air communication, the station went above and beyond to ensure the
success of Step Out.

KPLV-FM has been a pivotal community partner for the American Diabetes Association in
Nevada.-We trust that the FCC will do the right thing and not impose any rules that will hamper
its ability to perform this valuable public service.

Thank you for your time and kind consideration.

Carly Rom
Associate Manager
American Diabetes Association
Nevada Market

Las Vegas Office

2785 Deser! Inn Road. Suile 140 • Las Vegas. NV 89121
Tel: (702) 369-9995 • Fax: (702) 369-3717

For Diabetes Information Call1-800-DIABETES • htlp:llwww.diabetes.org

TI,e AnOclal/OfI gr(J{efully (If'f'epIS gifts through your will.



Comments In Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaklng
MB Docket Mo. Q4.2~

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Pro
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment ri
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board pt,opOSais would impOse such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face Increased harassment, complaints and e~en IoU of license tor ChoOSing to follow' their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape th~r progra~ming. The,First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present. . • , .

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone ana eve.:yone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even If a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to t e First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller marKet secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller marKet broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

we urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

~~
Signature

[ell"t'j ;;f1.,."G-C
Name

Phone

TItle (If any)

Organization (if any)



Comments In Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaklng
MB Docket No. 04-233

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A numbe
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1 f ,. The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who~resist ad,viGeJrom th<;>se ~.~9!,'t share their

, values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
Consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present. :~, p :~~~:,' ,,'.',

'.

(2). ''-' The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
righfsto'air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscieRtiously objects to the message. The First Amel'ldinent fQ.rPiqs impositio.n of message delivery
m~ndates on any religion.r.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, e~al1Y. religious, pr~ra!l:'")i"9' i~ not properiX dictated by any government agency - and
p-roposals to force reporting on such things'as Who prodLlCed'wtult progra'nis would intrude on
C?~~~it!Jtion"\!ly-protectededitorial choices.

(~): ,,;:,:. The ~CC m~(not ~stat)J.ish a two-tiel"~. reneWal system in ~itfficertain licensees wOlJld be
aUtomatically barred trom!oufine renewal' applicatiOFtpr&essing. The propd~mandatory special,)('enewal
r~view of certain classes Of,applicants by the Commissfon~rs th'emselves wo'lild amount to coercion of, , I "

religious broadcasters. OOse1who stay true to their censciences and presem'Only the messages they,
correspond to their belie~lbould face long, expensive and potentially ruinouslt~newaJ.'.proceedings:f'"
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(5) Many Christicln broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the el~City flowing is often a challenge. Yet;-the CommiSsion proposes tbfurther
squeez.e niche and smalle¥ matket broadcasters, by substantially raising cOsf~lin two wys: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever ~'Station is oli the air and', .tb) byfurther restrictin~rr"ffliiin stu Jio location 'choices.' ~:
Raising costs witfi these 11~6pbsals would'fo'rce service elitbacks---'and curtailed sen/idHs contraryto·ths
public jnterest.
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RECEIVED &INSPECTED

MAR 3 1 2008Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Prod~eQ~,M£j~OM
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FC_C, from dicl<iting what viewpoillts a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
-- - -
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulernaklng
MB Docket No. 04-233

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Propo ed Rulemaking. (~308
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. YAR 3 ~l

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment ·ght.1:~"1il~'tt.'lI:\OOM
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adoPted.~FECV~~\VI~~:----

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularty a religious broadcaster, must present

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed pubrlC aa:ess requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not property dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewaJ application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of cet1ain classes of appIicanfs by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coerci01 f of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller marKet secutar
slations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squea-Ze niche and sma!!er n".arll.et hro.:adcasters, by substantiaUy raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on 1he air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals wouFd force set:Vire cutbacb- and curtailed seMre isoontraty to the
public iIlterest

we urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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